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It was stated in the last paragraph page 3-2 that little is 
known about the operations of thE! ~anitary landfill or the 
incinerator disposal site. It also states that aerial 
photography indicated that the site was:disturbed as early 
as 1942 and that the are~ was identified as "sanitary fill". In 
Section 3.1.2, it then stales that only areas near the boiler 
and perimeter road are suspect tocontiiin MEC/MG due to 
the fact that visual inspection turned up'?ome scrap. It 
would appear that historical landdisturpance as well as the 
fact that little is known about the {hciner-ator disposal site or" 
sanitary landfill othertha,[l some co~Iecture would also 
make it suspect to further investigation, These areas 
should not be discounted or cleared"for'further use without.El 
more detailed investigatiqn. This'cqrnment may be . 
addressed by future investigation~s). 
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Initial Assessment of 
1984 identified IR Site .11, Cabaniss Sanitary 
Landfill, which was located near the south end 
of Runway 31 at NALF Cabaniss. The landfill 
covers approximately six acres and was 
primarily used for disposal of sanitary wastes 
generated at NALF Cabaniss. The landfill 
also received debris disposed of by the City of 
Corpus Christi resulting from Hurricane Celia. 

In addition to sanitary waste, the City of 
Corpus Christi and the Army used a portion of 
the site until approximately 1980 for 
incineration of confiscated drug material and 
burning small ordnance. A boiler, eight feet 

. long by five-feet in diameter, was located at 

. the site and modified to handle burning of 30 
and 50 caliber ammunition, old flares, 
explosive cartridges from ejection seats and 
possibly 80 mm rockets. At some point during 
repair of the Patrol Road, the boiler was 
pushed over the bank toward Oso Creek. The 
site affected by incineration operations 
covered less than 200 ~9uare feet. Only small' 

'. quantities of non-hazardous ash were 
generated from the boiler operations. 

Since nohazardous maferials were reportedly 
disposedof ,at this site and only limited 
ordnance. burning operations were conducted 
and little residual generated, no confirmation 
study was recommended for this site in the 
lAS) [}ue to tne recommendations of the lAS, 
there no remaining work planned for the 

of this However 
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Sect:6:3~1 

~Ian 

Sect. 6:3.5 

Field Sampling . 
Plan 

Sect. 4.2 and 
4.3 

Plan 
. Sect. 4.2 

These sections state that "samples will be analyzed for 
explosives, metals and perchlorate." These are families of 
chemicals and not the chemicals themselves. Please 
proviqe a more specific list thatinclucjes',specific names of 
the explosives anc:ll]1etalsthatare to be sCimpled C3.Rd 

Creek.> However,.in Sac1i.on 5.3. (page 5-1 0 ),anieXPOSUre 
p~tt:lway via~surfa.ce:Water could'caf;ryMC;;, tb, the Vt{etlahd ,. 
areas as wellasQs0 Creek, Tile.wetland.areas are also 
consic:lerea ecologically se.RsitiYe. Please clarify the 
investigation in tt:le wetfa8dareas and justifyw~ether 
surfacewater and or sediment sampling is I'leeqed in this 

in this section does npt;cover tt:lesanitary 
l""I<:'rirllfm area: <This area will need to be investigated and 

would require a broader range of target chemicals of 
concern than just the MC constituents. This comment may 
be addressed future 
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C 

C 

required will 
be conducted during the RI phase of the 

. project. 

A Table 
(explosives, "<:'<1''''.C-r"""",,,, be 
adc::ledto $ection 6.0 of. 
Plan. 

aranot 
w.etla.nd,.a,reas atthisctirne . .1:he resultso.f the 

. 'Slwil1be"used to determine the need tor 
additional investigations. Additional 
investigations if required will be conducted 
during the RI phase of the project. 

Refer to. respqnse to 
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. plan 

Sect. 4.5.2 

. QAPP 

$ect 6.0., 
Table 6.1 and 
Attachment A 

Table 6.1 

1 . C = concur, D = disagree, E = Exception 
2. A= agree, D ;"disagree 

4122s 

, IMppears U:la.l'tSIJDl;iUrTi:l.C6!'l;i(;II.I SiamlslelS. ar'e bleinlCl:cloUeicteid 
fbr geotechnical analysis only (PH, fracUcm orga:nic'content 
and porosity). Since there isa justifip.ble riskJhat MC l'[Iay 
have migr"!ted .into thesubsurface,MC shoLJldbetested 
frOm subsurface. soils;Tl;)is commeotmp.ybe addressed by 
future investigation(~) once source areas hayebeen 

nl'i .·'na,·~, , ..... ,.: : better 

Text. states,tbat analyses'for e.xplqsives.in soil,: sediments, 
and surface water samples will be,.byMethod 8330.; The' 
cliir;r;ent:Analytical Method is 8330B{Obtober2006).·This 
m~hod .utilizes adifferenlcoliectionand preparati~n 

. prQcedureJNhichresults in.grElater.reproducibility., 
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C 

AO<lltlc.ma·1 ir:1Vestigationsif required will 
be- conducted during the RI phase of the 
project. 

833o.B. aneYi 
this is a nevv meth9dology.manylabs, ( 
including the navy certified lab selected for 
this project, have not yet conducted the 
r:lElcessary MDL testing or obtained Navy 

. certificatioo.foruseof this analytical m~thod. 
Tbegoal ofth~ investigationil?, todetermiI]e ,. 
the presence'or absence of:l'II1C::This 9an be 
accomplished using Method 8330. . 

FOC will be analyzed using Walkley-Black. 
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Sect. 3.1 .3/ 
p.3-7 

is 
. , . Then there 

"1" and "2". Then 
there ar~ appendices "B" and "e" '. ';happenedto ' 
Appendix "A")followed by second tab "2':whichis the MEG 
Work Plan. Thistab ,,2" is the: sarrie" as the :previous tab "2" 
WI'l:ichisth:eAttachment A.2. to theFSP. Thisor!;lanization 
makes it difficlilttd find one's way through the document 
and to refer" ' .' '. . 'in the"document: 

, 'the 
su~;DeC::te.dJQ containMEC;" 

since this work 
procedures'f6r ibeEliitir~ ;ite~ 

'other 

the, quote~ Several ' . , nole 
thi3.tthepast Use of the site andthel?catio~ of the landfill 
are notknown~ 'Forexainpi~,seEhhe 'statement on, Page 5-
3".Section5.2:2 that, " .. ,it is possibl'eHhat r~sidual'ash, 
monitions' scrap;' 01" MECare buried, in the'subsur1ace at the 
site", Another ex,ample'is Seo1lOn'1:3.6.2 oftheMEC Work 
Planwhic'hsays;'''Verylittle is khown about the operation of 
fhelnciner1:itor [)isposaISite;including pedod of operation, 
freqllehcyof incineration df'munitionsitams, potential for ' 
bllrieadr'abandoned ITujnitior:1s items;a.nd whetner any 
closure activities were performed.'" Therefore; it is " 
preiriatureJo ,maKesucbj~6ncJusior1S" a:oa .iUs 
recommended that this statement, and other similar 
statemenfs, be revised to indicate that the results of the site 
in"estigation ~in.be: ul?e.d to determinethe.,ateas of MEG . 
cOntamination: ' ." "., -, , ' ' ., ,..' " , .. 
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G 

TheWork,'Plan docum~ntswere inporporated 
into. cine volume, for ease otnandling during 
review process. For the final document, 
stand-alone copies of the WP, MEG WP, and 
HASP will be produced. 

Section' is c(5a'ckgroli 
reiferatesthe findings and 
PreliminarY Assessment. The Siwill." '. 
determine if agditiomi,l MEG is pres~nt. . 
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Sect. 5.3/ 
p.5-8 

Work Plan 
Sect. 5.4/ 
p. 5-11 

Work 
Plan 

statement; ... MEC exposure 
to Navy persorinelcan be controlled by making personnel 
awareofthe presence of MEC in the area." This 
d~termina:tion appears to be beyond the scope of this work 
plan. What analysis was peiiormed to determine that 
simply making Navy personnel aware of the presence of 

· MEC in the area wilicontrol"MECexposure?Analysis of 
· appropriate institutional controlswi.I.1 tle appropriate·. 

following completion of the site characterization, not in the 
vVork'plan. ·'tis recommendedthafthis statement. be 

, • • .~> " -."", , ',,. • 

This Summary . First, .it 
· says; '.~ .. MECa:nd to be presenta:tother 

locations within the ." Then, in the next sentence, it 
says, "The acreage· known MEC areas is approximately 
0.4 aqr!'!s; andtheacrea:ge sUl?pectedtoc!)ntaln MEC is 
approximatelytnree 'acres." ,It is ~ecommel1ded,_since it is 
esta:blished that MEC can be buried at unknown" locations 
and thanne sitecharaeterizationcoveredu'nderfhis work 
plan will investigate the entire site, it is not necessary to 
make preniatllreconclusions concerning the boundary of . 
contamination unless there is some substantial evidence 
indicating the location of the contamination boundary that is 
material to the performance of the site~hara:cterization work 
that is covered under this work ..' 
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The purpose of the Work Plan is not to make 
Navy personnel aware of MEC in the area. 
The statement reflects the Conceptual Site 
Model exposure pathway analysis as 
described in the Preliminary Assessment. 

The sentence identifies of the area 
is known to contain MEC and the size of the 
area that is suspEjcted to contain MEC. This 
information is·fro.mthe PA and may change as 
9ata is coliecte9duringtheSL TheSI Report 
will sunimarizethe known MECareasand the 
suspect MEC ai:easforcost to 'complete 
estimating by the Navy. 

No change made to the MEC Work Plan. 

statement came 
Assessment Study. The text 
revised. 
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MECWork 
Plan 

Sect. 1.3.6.3/ 
p. 1-13 

Plan 
Table 1-1/ 

p.1"19 

MECWork 
Plan 

Sect. 2.2.1/ 
p.2-3 

This section says, "... was no areas 
than the boiler location, the ground surface just off 
Perimeter Road, and the land between these two locations 
were suspected of containing MEC." See comment #2 
above for a detailed description why this conclusion is not 

This table lists several "State Threatened Texas" species. 
Does the fact that these species have been identified as 
possibly being on the site have implications for the use of 
tRe,'slte,~For example, should access to the site for 
FFlariagementof sfatEithreateAed·speeies be:a.ddedto the 
liSt:ofsite·'usEisa!Rd··potenfial;'receptors~intheconceptual 
site model 'irA'Section B.aAd FigurEi'.5"1 .~of.;the Work Plan? 
should'moreinformatiOn beaaded to'Cfiapter 116fttie' , 
MECWork Plan, the Environmental Protection Plan, to 
~ris.ure'th~t threa.f~n~d species poten~i~lIy existing()n the 
sitEi are hot . . '. .' .. , .', 
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C ThePA .si.mieysth.atHst~'seyeral· 
species that irl.~y be. present in the area. The 
surVeys did not ihdicate 6'C:currences of 
threatened or endangered species at NALF 
Cab'~miss> . 

No change made tothellAEC Work Plan. 
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Plan 
Sect. 2.2.21 

p.2-4 

" meter 
. Toad. 

faceCleararilcebe.markecf.to 
of the clElarance (the center line of 

, enforced in'tne' future? 
.. "-"'" .:?- -

Beth the,'sectiotls'on' Phase 1 . al1d1.-3;descfibe tlw 
stljface~C:learanc;e:asbeing'done'!falongradials:.'. ,Please 
explain whaf:this 'means?'"~ow''vViH the'surface;clearance 

• be:perrormed? . >, 
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and is not 
defined in some locations. The centerline is 
clearly defined as the area between the two 
tracks where the vehicles now travel. The 
objective is to find and remove surface MEC 
from the centerline to the tree line on the 
south of the road as a safety to personnel 
traveHAg:tile roacii:'Th"e boundarY'ls:already 
markea"byifie rdaa ciritlthetracksin th'e road: 

""'/.,':~" ~-')J:"._,," .. :, . ",.,-.'i,~,~/"'; :.:.{~ .. ~::~. (iI,,: 

DecIsion· made,byrepresentatlves·from, Navy, 
State, and contractor during Kickoff/DOO 
meeting held last July. No change made to 
the MEC Work Plan. 

Radial transects from the boiler at the center 
efthe AOe to the treeline.. .,. ' 

Second' sentence in ~hase 1-2 changed to 
rea.d': ".' "' .. : " ,- . 

U~in~.the boiler ,asthe.c~(1ter~ftbearea of 
concern, the, UXCiT,eam:wiILc6ndLJcta 
detector ~a.ided -Surface sweep 6Uhe open 
area from the boiler to the tree line in all 
directions. 

Second sentence in Phase 1-3 changed to 
read: 

The· UXO Teamwillconduetadetector-aided 
surfacesweepcifthe·opena.rea. from tne 
center of the known MEG area near Perimeter 
Road to the treeline irilhe SQuth, east, and 

-West direc:ticnsal1d'tcfthecenter'of Perimeter 
Road to the north direction. 
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MEG Work 
Plan 

Sect. 2.2.31 
p,.2-5 ' 

Work 
Plan 

Sect. 2.2.5/ 
p. 2~7 

Plan 
'Sect. 2.71 

p.2-16 

This section says that the detector-aided surface sweep will 
be conducted on, "5 -10 feet (approximate) wide transect". 
This allows a variance of 100% in the amount of area 
investigated. It is recommended that the width of the 
search transects be specified based on the amount of area 
determined to be necessary for adequate investigation data 
to support future decision making. It would be beneficial to 
base the transept spacing a.nd transect width on a data 
quality objective that ne~dsto bemetin order to achieve 
adeqlll:lte data to SURport future d~ision making .• 

will be collected 
during.thedetector-aided surface sweep. It is 
recommended that data on subsurface anomalies also be 
recorded. Thisdafacim lielp to find the locations Jor the 
follow"on geophysical surveys of likely MEG ang burial 
areas. ' 

sec.tion 
removal. This task Id be in more detail. 
HowwlilvegeJationberElmoved . mowers, by harid, 
using6Iiajn~1l-Ws andweekWhac~ers)? AreprecaLJtions , 
being takentoprotectlh(eatened 'plant$ and ariimals" 
identified in previous secfionsof the work-plan? Is 
vegetation removal also going to beperforr'neg for the 
defeCtor~aided surface sweep(Sectibn:'2.2.3)?' 

This section says, "The suspected type of ordnance 
contamination at the site is MEG reportedly consisting of 
'2.75-inch Rockets:"However-, numerous other types, of 
ordnance are suspected to exist on the site. It is 
recommended that the list of MEG previously appearing in 
the document be referenced instead of only referring to 

75-in. rockets. 
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G 

G 

G 

The '.' ..... . ... ' ... ' . 
on the staod,ard procE:)dure u,sed by the UXO 
technician. durii1~{a transecf survey. 'The data 
collected will aide. in Navy c.ost tocQmplete 
estimates. Ih.e deCisionto move.to a RIIFS 
wi.1I be made,usingjhef~ctthat MEG is 
present on t6e ~.urface att~e site. ' 

Decision made by representatives from Navy, 
State, and contractor during Kickoff/DOO 
meeting held JastJuly; No change made to 
the MEG Work Plan .. 

The sentences refer 
irilbrmatioriwhich will be collected. Otherthan 
the' information recorded in-the·UXO Log 
book, other subsurface anomaly data will be 
colle.cted during the geophysical survey as 
stated in SectionS. 

No change made to the MEG Work Plan. 

While there is no 
r'embVal planned; at , ,meeting, it was 

,discussed tllat somere-moval may06cur,.if 
necessary, in order to walk the site with the 
geophysical equipment and to collect 
samples. The discussion included using hand 
removal or weed whackers but the removal, 
would. be done by theJJXOtechoicians. 

Sentence changed to refer to 1 .1 . 
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MEG\iVbrk 
Plim 

·sEict. 3,2.71 

MECWerk 
Plan 

Sect..5:51 
p.5:5 

This sectien says, "Calibratien, repair, .or replacement 
recerds will be filed:and maintained,by the site ,Geophysicist 
and may be subjectteAudit by the quality as~i:Jrance (QA) 
manager: Datapr.ocessing QC is re-q ui red to assure data 
quality"; [emphaSisaddedl·· Please add mere' infermatien 
enQA and'QC.requirements:byspecifying,. whether .or net 
the QAmanager is required to c6hd Lief auclits and what •. 
specific:; datapr()cessing QC tsrequired tORE! perfermed, 
whe will p~rfqrm these 9Aanci qCrequirememts C'ind the 
frequencyOfthese rE:lq~irernents: . . 
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C 

C Sectien is changed te indicate that audits 
be at the discretienef the.TaskOrder. 
Manager. 

Section is changedtci previdedetair regarding 
data'processing QA " the field geephysicist 
(uncl~rJhe sup~iv!sien .of the prc)j~ct ,., 
geophysicist) will manage, precess, and 
interpret geophysical datafrem surveys. 
Standard data prQcessing precedures, . 
including stClnaarGl.cerrectiens,will.Qefoliqwed 
cerrectly and trackedJer QA. Fail criteria will 
be any data pr9cessed vvitnoutfollowing 
standard proceclures orwitheut generating QC 
tracking. QC tracking will. beC'iccerl1pJished 
through daily QG repert~, .. data pr9cessing . 
legbo.pks, Geosoft OClsjs Melltaj Werkflew and 
QC recOrds, QCreviewby theSenier . 
GeephYsicist;·and decumentation on the data 

, precessing QC ferms. ' 

The follewingferms are~dded te Appendix G, 
Project Ferms'; eHheWork Plan: 

• Field Editing Checklist 

• Data Precessing Checklist 

• Data Sterage and Transfer Checklist 
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Work 
Plan 

Sect. 6.11 
p.6-1 

NALF c:abaniss, Corpus Christi,.T~xas ' 

Please specify who performs each of these required tests 
and how completion of the OC tests will be documented. 

This section contains two general statements on the 
geophysical program. But, these statements are not DOOs. 
The DOO process, as described in the EPA document, 
Guidance on Systematic Planning Using the Data Ouality 
Objectives Process, (ERA OA/GA), has notbeen '. 
adequately'completed· to~determine.how muc:hirwestigatiol) 
and· how much data is necessary tosuppprtfuture decision 
making; "How much. olthe ~ite mustbe inspected during the 
detectof-aided,surfacesweeps toJocate possible 
,subsurface MEC? . Why.are the 75-ft. transects adequate 
forthis:purpose? How wide will the, investigatedtraqsects 
be and why? What;navigation accur,acy is requir:ed lor tlJe 
DGM~suNeys? What detectior;lcapability{sizeofMEC and 
(jepth} isorequiredto locate the ,potential subsurface MEC at 
the site? " 

All ofthesequestiQns, and probably more, shoulq be 
evaluated and the answer:sJoJhese questions will .form the 

.' 'basis'fotdeterminingthe DOOs thatare required tO'bemet 
to support ·future decision making at the site. Determining 
these DOOs now, and getfingregulatorconcurrence, will 
help aveid questions in the future about the adequacy of the 
data. 

Note that Section 6.2 on Page 6-3 discusses navigation 
accuracy with a requirementfor accuracy of +- 2-ft.ls this a, 

irement fhat mustbe'ri"fef inorderfonhe data to be 
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- The field .. 
.geophysicist. .' . " . thatpllgeophysical 
1;lnc:las~ociated l1avigpfional eqLJlpment 
checks are· performed at the,required 
frequeA,cyaAd[l)eet aceeptanc:e sriteria. 

OC Tests will be documented in the OC 
Logbook and on the"daily equipmentcl:leck 
form . 

. goal onheSitelhspectionis to take the 
initialdaIafrom·the Preliminary A$Sessment 
ana expand orl that datawitMield collected 
information. 

The data: collected mLis(besufficientto 
support the de8ision to eithe(coritirlue with a 
remedial im1estigation and feasibllitySWdy or 
to remove the site fromfLfrthei" investigation. 

MEC is visible on the surface at tne site, 
therefore the site will continue in the CERCLA 
process 10 an RifFS. .J.. • '.<: .. 

+he.75-ft tr~ns~ctsareusedto. e;ia.blisb a 
toot'pl-intof vi.sioie MEG Of tna' $ljrface and, 
heJp}he Navy with Cost to Complefe '. 
estiri1a.tes~ .' 

The transects are approximately 5"ft. wide as 
this is the standard tor tl:le'equipment used by 
the UXO technicians during the 'detector aided 
surface sweeps of theJransects. 

Section 6.2 describes the accuracy for 
'. ni::l\iigatlorfcluiing' DGMsurveys. 

There is little information about the site. The 
Items identified in Section 6.1 is the initial 
MEC identified with the site and the Test Plot 
will be seeded as stated in Section 5.8 and 
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Plan 
. Sect. 6,11 

6-1 

NALF qabaniss, Corpus Christi, Texas 

adequate·tosupportfuturedecisiQn making:? If it is, then 
this is.anexample .. oLa DOO that should be added to. this 
section. 

Another,exampleQNhe n~edfor specific DOOs.is.in the. 
dEltection.depth r:eql:Jirement.·.lhedocLJme.r:lt·notes,in 
several places thatthedetE:lctiondelDth requirement is 1-ft 
However,Sectiqn ~ .. 3.7 .on: Page h154 no.testhat, .'\Potential 
burial depths ofthermallytre(l.ted munitionsscrapqould 
reach six feet below ground surface ;" •. Why is 1-.tt. detection 
adequate when buri·aiJ06cft.is noted.in the work plan? 
Establishing specific .DOGs for the projecNi'1atare a;vailable 
for·discussionand. concurrence by the regulators will help to 
preventfuture:misunderstandingson the adequacy of the 
investigation. 

ThEf . Removal Action is referred to in this 
section as an Emergency Response which is not correct 
and should be corrected. 
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desig as. stated ·5.3.;.This 
establisbesJhe.baseline of the equipment at 
1-ft bgs .. for the items in the Test Plot. In 
addition, the1-ft detectiOn objective is 
appropriate fqr the technQlogy demonstrati.on 
'::"shci~ t~at .the equipment is worKing. corr~ctly 
and gain information regarding target 
signature characteristics. This is not a Prove-
Out. ... . .... 

TheGE)ophysical Technology Demonstration 
we have. planned is similar toa Geophysical 
Pr6ve~01ltexcept ithas less requirements. It 
was determined during the DgOprcjcesS that 
the requirements of the GP0were excessive 
and would add unnecessary cost to the project 
atthis time: WhentheSI is complete~·the·: 
information collected during the GTD, . 
detector-aided:surface sweep alid·follow-on 
geophysical surVeys will' be used during the' 
design and performance of the GPO fartna 
RifFS. '.' ". 

These. DOOswere discussed during the Kick
Off Meeting .at which ... both tne TCEQand 
corwactorwere presellt and had.the 
qppqrtuqity to .qlarifyD90s. at that time .. "[he 
information collected during theSI will be used 
during the DOC process' for the RifFS and 
other future decisionpoint~ by the Navy and 

Critical Removal Action". 



Response to Comments on Draft Incinerator Disposal Site Work Plan Documents 
NALF Cabaniss, Corpus Christi, Texas 

II. Reviewer.: Jim Pastorick, UXOPro 

22 

23 

24 

41225 

M 
Plan 

Sect. 6.21 
p.6-3 

M 
Plan 

Sect. 6.3/ 
p.6-4 

MECWork 
Plan 

Sect. 6.5/ 
p.6-4 

I, "., •• 

. ~gElopllysicistcnecki all 
adcur'acyandcOrnpleter:lI~ss.How will 

,ir .. m .. nt· be. documented. and how wi!1 'it be verified 

to test 
befmeuse;·What specificatiOri:wiltbemet,-howwill it be . 
tested and who will perform and document this test? How 
will performance of this requiremen(be documented? 
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C 

changed .to. modify 3 of 
Section 6:2 - text added to include "QC 
procedures" in-thelistofitemsprovided in 
section 5..6, (SeerespoPl1eto cClrnmehtl~ 
regarding changes to Section 5.6) . 

Section changed to indicate the geophysicist 
will check the data for the various parameters 
defined in the Field Editing Checklist (see 
Response to-Comment 17), and the. 
verification will be documented on this form. 

sentence: 6.2 
for daily checks. The GPS information will be 
compared to the known location data and the 
results recorded in the geophysical log book. 

Section 5.6, paragraph 1 changed to indicate 
the tests and checks will be conducted by the 
Field Geophysicist. Section 5.6 is referenced 
in Section 6.2 for ttlHlinformation. 
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Work 
Plan 

Sect. 10.3/ 
p.lO':3 

MECWork 
Plan 

. Sect. 10.3/ 
p.10-3 

section surrogates at varying depths 
up to 1-ft. in the survey area and says that this will be done, 
".,. at the discretionoftheSIJXOS; IJXOQC;afld UXO 
Team Lead". This is describing what is sometimes called a 
"blind seed" program where test objects are placed in the 
production area to see if they are found. Not finding the 
"blind seeds" will be an indicator of inadequate survey 
procedures. 

Itisrecomme8ded thatthispro9ram .either be eliminated or 
made mandatory. It is very,unusual to allow this important 
QC function to be left entirely to the discretion· of project 
technical personnel. It is recommended that the project 
maoagersdetermine ita "blind seed" program is required 
ar:rd, if .so,. des9rii:>e in cletailjnthe worK plan who will." 
ilJlplemenfit, hoW.it will~eirl]plemented, arid what action 
will betaken i'fblind seeds are not found during the 

uction n",,~ntl\/C"'''''''I 
This section references three QC reporting forms. Where 
can copies ofthese forms be found? It is recommended 

, that these forms be added to the document. 

, This section describes lour be 
inCluded on ,the .QC Daily Repprts. It is 'recommended that 
this report also include a listing of the GlGinspections 
performed each day, the results of the QC inspections, and 
finalQC inspections of completed work sites. 
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C 

C 

ind seeds will not be used are not 
required for the geophysical survey 
operations,· HetainJirst~sentence and remove 
all additional information in Section 6.6. 

The following will be added to Appendix 
G,Project Forms,of the Work Plan: 

• 
• 
• 

Daily Equipment Checklist 

QualifyControl Daily Report 

Field Activity Daily Log (Log Book) 

The following bullet are added: 

.-QC inspections performed 

• Results of QC inspections with corrective 
actions 

' •. ,' Results of final,QC inspections of 
completed work sites with running total of 
completed work to date. 
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. Plan 
Table 10~11 

p.10-4 

This table should include information for the following two 
activities: vegetation removal and geophysical survey. 

This,table:shol:.lld.include tne."quality cQntr.oi,(erification" 
procedtJre.of "QC observe fieldprocedur:esl~'for,"limited: 
suiface~clearance":and"UXO,site:lnspection operation'" 
activities, ' 

There 5hOl:.lld qe.some 9Q"requireme[ltsad,de9 toJhe ~'MEC 
disposal" activity tortransportation of explosives: 
AppropriateQC requirements include inspection of the 
transportation vehicle, estahlishment of a formal explosives 
transportatioR.route,andinspectionoUhe·ql:.lalifications for .' 
the explosives vehicle driver. 

14 of 15 

C 

C 

While'thefe'isino::ofg:~f!lized vegetation 
removal planned, antrekickofLmeeting, it was 
discussed· thats'omeremoval may'occur,. if 
neC'essary,in orderto'walktnesite with the 
geophysicaieqllipm-ent.and to collect 
. samples: .. The discussionincluded·.usil)g"hand 
removalonweeq whackers.butthe removal 
would gedonebythe UXO technicians: . 

The QCofthe UXOsupport to the 
geophysical. survey:iscoveredunder the UXO 
EscorVAvoidance.Ope.rationson:page 10-4. 

Blocks addeqto Table 1 0-1 tPllrovide 
infonnation fbrgeophYsical surveys and . data 
processing .... .. ·".h " 

QC Ot;>serve field pro,ced!Jfesand limited 
su(face clearance :areco"ereq, ur:lder the Time 
Critical Removal Action Limited Surface 
Sweep at the top of page 1<0~4. 
UXO site inspection operation is at the bottom 
of page 1 0-4. 
Nodtiangemadetothe:MECWork··Plah: . 

Ad.ded three to .the Contrpl 
Verificatioricolumh:~' 

• QC check on tra,IJsportation vehicle 
inspection .... " 

• ClC observatIon of establishec:fformal " 
explosive transportation route 

• QC check on qualifications of explosive 
vehicle driver 
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MECWork 
Plan' 

Sect. 10.4/ 
p. 10-5 

MECWork 
Plan 

Sect. 11.0/ 
p. 11-1 

1.C=coqQur"D = disagree, E = Exception 
2. 'A = agree, D;" disagree 

41225 

, Th~re is \(9ry littlehin1forrnat.ion, on inspec:tion"clerti1ficatiorL 
'anddisposal'of MPPEH:that the·' 
requirements of DoD Instruction 4140.62, "Management 
and Disposition of Material Potentially Presenting an 
Explosive Hazard (MPPEH)" (December 2004), for 100% 
inspection and 1 00% reinspection of MPPEH be 

Tbis'sectiononquality' audits says; "Procedu~es fQra~,diting 
activitieswilLbe .identifi,ed priorto implementation ofthe 
audits."lt is recomrTlei'ldedthat these procedureS be' -, 
identified and planned now and included in this work plan as 
part of the project planning process. 

This section on environmental protection says that, "TtNUS 
will avoid all environmentally sensitive areas, such as 
wetlands and breeding areas, where possible." Have these 
areas been identified? If not, when will they be identified, 
by whom, and using what criteria? What action must be 
taken if it is not possible to avoid these areas? 
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E 

E 

, ,'. , . ., Management 
Opera:1ions", This- used :te:,ideAtifythe 
qualitycheckswhich will"becor:iductedat each 
phase" 

Dob Instruction 4140:62-wilJ"be' added rifthe 
I.ist,of references in Section 15. 

cond,ucts aupijs,onf\Javy projects. 
Their normal procec:lure ,is to senGi tile 0 ' 

contrac10ranotice whichidentifies,the --, 
procedures tqbe,usedcju(ingthe audit and 
whenth,ea;ugit Will be,conaucte~._Mr; Doug 
Murray from NOSSA did notfeelttiat a QA 
audit was necessary for this phase of the , 
project.:.lt.migbtbe mecessar:yJorJurther:, ' 
investigation attne site and will be identified 
and planned for during lotu(ework plans. 

No change made to the MEC Work Plan. 

This Work.plan 
Removalof'MEC onthe,'surfaceandthe Site 
Inspection ofthelncineratorDisposal Site.' As 
such,· TtNUS,wHl,avoid,environmeF.ltally 
sensitiveareas;:[helast seotence in:this 
section addresS'eS'the 'actions to be taken if it 
is,not pos'Sible'to 8void'th'eseareas., 
Environmentally::sensitiveand wetland areas 
wereidenfifleain fheprelirTiinary assessment' 
based on past reports .. 

No Work Plan. 


